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Executive Summary
The Governor’s Office for Crime Prevention, Youth, and Victim Services has compiled this
Report to document the State’s capacity for and utilization of out-of-home placements, analyze
the costs associated with out-of-home placements, facilitate an evaluation of Statewide family
preservation programs, and identify areas of need across Maryland, pursuant to the Maryland
Annotated Code, Human Services Article, § 8-703(e) and the 2021 Joint Chairmen's Report - FY
2022 Operating and Capital Budgets (Pages 230-231).

The following are highlights from the requirements under State statute and the 2021 Joint
Chairmen's Report:

● There were 172 out-of-home residential placement programs for Maryland youth in FY
2021. The number of out-of-State programs decreased by six.

● 30% of residential programs are considered non-community based placements and over
half of all programs in the State are located in Baltimore City and Baltimore County.

● 6,553 youth experienced at least one out-of-home placement in FY 2021, which is a 9%
decrease from FY 2020.

● 14,252 different placements were made across all child-serving agencies in FY 2021.
● 629 placements were identified as either a medical or psychiatric hospital stay which is a

23.4% decrease from FY 2020.
● 321 youth were in an out-of-State placement at some time in FY 2021. Only 61 of those

youth went to a Residential Treatment Center or Hospitalization out-of-State.
● Residential Treatment Centers and other high-level residential programs do not currently

offer the types of services to adequately address the ongoing needs of the youth
identified as at risk for a hospital overstay. Continued closures of these facilities has
been a vise on the entire continuum of care in Maryland.

● Children needing an out-of-home residential placement stay within their home county
39% of the time which is a 5% improvement from FY 2020. The counties with the
lowest in-county placements are Talbot, Somerset, and Dorchester.

This Report has been prepared to show the program and service needs for Maryland youth and
the strategies each child-serving agency will employ in FY 2022 to develop those resources.

Introduction and Overview
The purpose of the Report is to document placement trends in Maryland, identify children’s
needs, and describe how the agencies are meeting those needs. The charge includes creating
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strategies to close service gaps for Maryland youth requiring an out-of-home residential
placement. The Children’s Cabinet has long been interested in reducing the number of
children who go into placement within Maryland or out-of-State. During FY 2021, the
Children’s Cabinet continued the operation of the Overstays Interagency Team to focus on
developing the specialized programming needed to keep Maryland youth in-State and
providing the appropriate services to meet their needs. While keeping children in-State is not
always possible due to service needs or geographic location, the trends have been steadily
improving over the past several years.

The Report has been reformulated to include additional data and analysis at a granular level that
was not previously available. The intent is to provide policy decision-makers with a visual
picture of residential child care programs and the youth who utilize them. Community resource
development and diversion from these out-of-home placements remain a top priority for all
child-serving agencies. However, strengthening the quality of existing residential programs and
identifying any gaps is the primary goal of this presentation.

The Department of Human Services (DHS), the Department of Juvenile Services (DJS), the
Developmental Disabilities Administration (DDA), the Behavioral Health Administration
(BHA), and the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) each play an important role
in out-of-home placements. Throughout FY 2021, 6,553 Maryland youth were in out-of-home
residential placement. DHS was the lead agency for the majority of those youth. The lead
agency breakdown is as follows:

Figure 1

Each agency uses different terminology to define the types of placements available for a youth
based on his or her recommended level of care. This Report has developed common
terminology that can be used across the agencies for the purpose of consistency and ease of
understanding.
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Agency Roles
Department of Human Services (DHS): DHS has the most children and youth in placement,
with approximately 90% of the children and youth who had at least one out-of-home placement
in FY 2021. DHS is a placement agency with access to programs both inside and outside of
Maryland for children who have experienced abuse and/or neglect, or are unable to remain in
their home due to imminent safety concerns at the time of removal. DHS also provides Family
Preservation Services (FPS) to families who have experienced maltreatment and/or are at risk of
out-of-home placement. A family's risk is assessed in each case by the Maryland Family Risk
Assessment and services are then provided based on the results of the family version of the
Child and Adolescent Needs and Strengths assessment. The FY 2021 review of the data shows
continued success in deterring maltreatment and out-of-home placements when Family
Preservation Services are provided and engaged in by the family.

Department of Juvenile Services (DJS): DJS is the second largest youth placing agency,
reporting that 383 youth were in an out-of-home placement via court order at some point during
FY 2021. This represents a 48% decrease in the number of youth in placement under DJS in FY
2020. DJS is charged with appropriately managing, supervising, and treating youth who are
involved in the juvenile justice system in Maryland. Objective screening and assessment tools
are utilized to make a placement recommendation to the court, who ultimately decide if a youth
will be placed out-of-home. DJS works with out-of-home providers to achieve meaningful
improvements in outcomes of the youth served. The overall number of youth out-of-home
includes youth who have been committed to a placement after disposition of their charges.

DJS has strengthened diversion initiatives to prevent lower-risk youth from being placed
out-of-home. These initiatives include implementing pre-court service agreements with youth
and their families, ensuring service connections without formal court processing. Additionally,
DJS prioritizes community-based service interventions for post-adjudication youth.
Out-of-home placements are reserved for higher-risk youth with treatment needs that can only
be met with a committed placement.

Developmental Disabilities Administration (DDA): DDA funded 37 youth in out-of-home
placements in FY 2021. DDA is not a placing agency and cannot place or fund a youth in an
out-of-State placement. However, in-State funded services are available based on meeting
eligibility criteria. The youth must also qualify for Home and Community Based Waiver
services through the DDA Community Pathways waiver, Community Support Waiver, or the
Family Support Waiver. The Community Support Waiver and the Family Support Waiver offer
support services. These services are meant to support the youth and family in their home in the
hope of preventing an out-of-home placement or to support a return to home. Youth over the
age of 18 and not in the care and custody of DHS can also access licensed group homes for
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individuals with developmental disabilities in a community-based setting.

Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE): Similar to DDA, MSDE is not a placing
agency. However, MSDE provides oversight, supervision, and direction of the Nonpublic
Tuition Assistance Program, which is the State aid program for students placed in nonpublic
special education schools through the Individualized Education Program (IEP) process. In FY
2021, 26 youth were placed at a nonpublic residential school through the IEP team process.

In addition, MSDE implements Maryland’s Medicaid Home and Community-Based Services
(HCBS) Waiver for Children with Autism Spectrum Disorder, also known as the Autism
Waiver, which is approved by the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services to serve 1,300
participants in FY 2021. Administration of the Autism Waiver is a partnership between MSDE
and the Maryland Department of Health (MDH). MSDE serves as the Operating State Agency
and is responsible for the day-to-day implementation of the Autism Waiver. MDH is the single
State Medicaid Agency charged with the administration of Maryland's Medicaid Program,
oversight of the Autism Waiver, and Autism Waiver Registry (waiting list).

All Autism Waiver services are provided through a fee-for-service model, which is reimbursed
by Medicaid. Residential Habilitation services are community-based residential placements for
those youth who cannot live at home because they require highly-supervised and supportive
environments. In FY 2021, there were 36 Autism Waiver eligible youth receiving Residential
Habilitation services through an approved Autism Waiver provider agency. Eligible
community-based placements include group homes licensed by DHS or the Office of Health
Care Quality within MDH. No youth placed through the Autism Waiver is in out-of-State
placements.

Placement Categories
In Maryland, there are a number of ways to describe the different types of out-of-home
residential placements, the services they offer, and the level of care they provide. This Report
breaks down the categories as follows:
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Family Homes Community-Based Setting Hospitalization Non-Community-Based Setting

1. Adoptive Home
2. Foster Home
3. Relative Home
4. Treatment
Foster Home

Group Homes:
1. Developmental Disability
Group Home1

2. Medically Fragile Group
Home
3. Regular Group Home
4. High Intensity Group Home
5. Residential IEP Placement
6. Teen Mother Program

1. Medical
Hospitalization
2. Psychiatric
Hospitalization

1. Residential Treatment Center
2. Diagnostic Evaluation Unit

Independent Living:
1. Independent Living
2. Teen Mother Program - IL

Juvenile Commitment
Placement:2

1. State Facility/Youth Center
2. Secure Facility

Other Settings:
1. Adult Correctional
Institution
2. College
3. Halfway House
4. Homeless Shelter
5. Jobcorp
6. Runaway
7. Summer Camp

Figure 2

Out-of-Home Residential Providers

Providers
The term “out-of-home residential” placement or provider is used throughout this Report with a
broad definition to include any setting in which a Maryland youth may reside outside of their
home. This broadened definition allows a review of community and non-community based
programs without added confusion.

Out-of-home residential providers vary drastically in the services they offer, their capacity, and
the anticipated length of stay for a youth who is admitted. Appendix A contains self-reported
data from each program provider that serves Maryland youth involved with DHS, DJS, DDA,

2 This report also identifies DJS youth that are in a community-based setting as a “Juvenile Commitment
Placement.”

1 This type of group home includes Autism Waiver Residential Rehabilitation providers.
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and BHA.3

The number of providers in the State only dropped by 1 in FY 2021. However, the number of
family home programs increased from 43 in FY 2020 to 47 in FY 2021. Additionally, the
number of non-community based providers decreased from 59 in FY 2020 to 52 in FY 2021.
That decrease can be attributed primarily to out-of-State providers that are no longer being
utilized.

Child-serving agencies continue moving toward data integration and increased collaboration
through the implementation of CJAMS - the Child Juvenile & Adult Management System. As a
result, a more comprehensive near real-time utilization and capacity rates for these programs
across agencies is an achievable goal. This increased utilization and capacity view will allow
targeted resource development based on the changing needs of the youth in Maryland as well as
the changing geographical landscape of the State.

Services Offered
The Children’s Cabinet, through the Overstays Interagency Team, continued its research and
assessment for services that are needed to improve outcomes for Maryland’s most vulnerable
youth. This service development includes a priority focus on trauma-informed practices and the
prevention of, and treatment for, Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs). Significant
recognition of these priorities was seen this past fiscal year with the signing of Executive Order
01.01.2021.06 and the passage of Senate Bill 299. Executive Order 01.01.2021.06 directs
continued collaboration between the child-serving agencies through implementing care models
and treatments that are ACEs-informed. As part of this effort, Maryland has been participating
in a multi-state learning collaborative regarding statewide ACEs screening and data integration.
Additionally, BHA has designated funding to provide Adverse Childhood Experience and
Trauma-Informed Care related training, technical assistance as well as quality improvement,
data analysis, and surveillance services. The goal of this initiative is to enhance awareness of
Adverse Childhood Experiences, adoption of trauma-informed practices in the Maryland Public
Behavioral Health System with the goal of a fully trauma-informed system of care. Supported
by American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) funding, the proposed work will be aligned and support
the work outlined in the Governor’s Executive Order on Adverse Childhood Experiences and
work of the Governor’s Commission on Trauma-Informed Care (Healing Maryland’s Trauma
Act).

Figure 3 below shows that 117 of the residential programs in Maryland currently have a
trauma-informed treatment model, which is 68% of all programs utilized by the State of
Maryland. While this is a step in the right direction, Maryland needs to increase that number

3 This includes both in-State and out-of-State providers. It does not include the Maryland School for the Deaf and
Blind or other out-of-State IEP Residential Placements for youth only accessing services from MSDE.
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and place a larger emphasis on programs that provide discharge planning and family-based
aftercare. The two child-placing agencies are implementing policies and practices to improve
aftercare services consistent with the requirements of the Family First Prevention Services Act
(FFPSA) (see Figure 4).

Figure 3

Figure 4

The Overstays Interagency Team also worked to strengthen relationships with high-level
treatment providers in an effort to target resource development for the youth with specialized
needs. The Reimagining RTCs (Residential Treatment Centers) Workgroup was created in
partnership with Children’s Cabinet agencies and administrators from the Regional Institute for
Children and Adolescents (RICA) in both Rockville and Baltimore. This group discussed the
need for a more specialized approach to high-level residential treatment needs in Maryland.
RTCs in Maryland reported long waiting lists in addition to high numbers of application denials
attributable to a significant decrease in capacity due to facility closures, staffing issues, and a
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lack of specialized programming.

In addition to partnership-building with the provider community, the State focused on securing
funding to build out residential capacity in the State. To this end, $5 million in funding was
allocated to develop high-level residential space. MDH, in collaboration with the child-serving
agencies, released a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) to create this space. The NOFA
specifically required programming to serve:

1. Youth diagnosed with multiple developmental, psychiatric, and behavioral challenges,
including youth with significant cognitive disabilities, those pursuing a Maryland High
School Certificate of Program Completion, or Autism;

2. Youth with history of severe aggression/assaults, significant neglect and trauma, reactive
attachment disorders, fetal alcohol effects, or serious fire-setting behaviors;

3. Youth diagnosed with serious co-occurring substance use disorders;
4. Youth with sexually reactive behaviors, who have been sexually trafficked, or others

with increased flight (AWOL) risk;
5. Youth who are chronically suicidal and/or with severe self-injurious behaviors; and
6. Youth in agency custody or with agency involvement who are over age 18 and/or who

have completed a GED.

Two providers have been awarded funding under the NOFA. One provider has recently started
its program in Western Maryland to serve youth with intellectual and developmental disabilities
and/or autism currently experiencing an overstay in an inpatient hospital. A second provider is
on track to open in June of 2022.

While progress is being made to develop additional programming, there are limitations with
what the provider data illustrates. For example, the capacity of the programs and which services
are available are known; however, assessing the need to determine whether the supply is
sufficient presents a different challenge. Waiting lists and utilization of programs can show the
need; however, utilization rates have been especially deceiving this year due to the pandemic.
Providers continue to report that programs are unable to be fully utilized due to significant
staffing shortages. Therefore, programs may show a decrease in utilization that does not
necessarily translate to a decrease in need. Evaluation of the service needs for youth in the State
was a priority for Children’s Cabinet agencies in FY 2021. BHA has moved to implement
standard use of behavioral assessment tools by providers that will be able to track service needs
more efficiently. A closer look at Appendix A highlights which programs offer certain services
that have been identified by State agencies as priority needs.
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Figure 5

Figure 6

Figure 7
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The Interagency Overstays Team continued to make progress in the development of specialized
residential interventions with the NOFA issued by BHA. However, the challenges of developing
new and existing resources was confounded by COVID. The closure of Jefferson School in FY
2020 caused a significant capacity issue for residential treatment center beds. However, in FY
2021, the pandemic caused further downsizing in remaining capacity due to the need for social
distancing and pauses in admissions for safety reasons. RTCs also reported the same staffing
concerns and are still not back to pre-COVID capacity. Although these issues may not have an
impact on denials for admission, they have certainly impacted waiting lists for those youth that
are appropriate for admission to the program. The Interagency Overstays Team continues to
work with the RTC providers in the State to build capacity and specialized services for those
youth with a clinical need of that level of care. Stakeholders were engaged this past fiscal year
to help solve the programming gaps in FY 2021 and partnerships continue to grow between
public and private entities.

DHS and DJS are working together to implement Qualified Residential Treatment Providers
(QRTPs). Efforts to designate providers as QRTPs was initiated in partnership with the
University of Maryland School of Social Work Institute for Innovation and Implementation and
Chapin Hall. In September 2021, applications were issued for providers to submit to become
designated as QRTPs. The applications were due in October 2021. A review of applications is
currently underway. It is expected that the State of Maryland will have designated QRTP
providers in January 2021. In addition to qualified residential programs, DJS is working in
collaboration with DHS to develop intensive and trauma-informed in-home services that also
qualify for federal funding under the FFPSA.

Each child-serving agency recognizes the importance of identifying families in need of services
before any type of out-of-home intervention is needed. The data provided for the completion of
this Report points directly toward creating trauma-informed services for youth both in and out of
their homes in order to reduce the impact of ACEs already experienced, and prevent additional
ACEs impacts.

Program Locations
Keeping youth as close to their homes as possible during out-of-home placement remains a top
priority. Higher levels of care tend to be located in Central Maryland with 100% of the
residential treatment beds and diagnostic beds located in Baltimore County, Baltimore City, and
Montgomery County. Prince George’s County saw an increase in the number of programs in
operation while the number of youth in out-of-State programs decreased.
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Figure 8

Figure 8 shows the location of each licensed program in Appendix A. The largest number of4

out-of-home residential providers are located in Baltimore County and outside of Maryland.
Additionally, four of the five providers in Garrett and Allegany counties accept only
juvenile-committed placements for DJS youth who have been committed to the agency after
disposition of criminal charges.

DHS has indicated that it is seeking opportunities to expand resources across the State through a
Statement of Need targeted to Psychiatric Respite providers and Diagnostic, Evaluation, and
Treatment Program services.

DJS operates somewhat differently as the courts determine the level of commitment once
adjudication occurs. The courts can also order a specific type of placement which may limit the
ability of DJS to prioritize the physical proximity of a youth from their home. However, the
main diversion program within the juvenile justice system in Maryland allows families to enter
into an agreement with DJS without court involvement which has significantly decreased the
need for DJS out-of-home placements.

DDA licenses out-of-home children’s residential providers across the State. DDA children’s
residential providers are generally contracted by DHS to serve their youth. DDA continues to
seek new providers for all services and licenses adult residential placements Statewide.
Therefore, the ability to continue residential services, if needed, can be utilized through DDA.
The youth indicated in this report served by DDA are being served in adult homes with careful

4 Treatment Foster Care providers are included in Figure 8. However, treatment foster homes are certified by
child-placing agencies licensed and contracted through DHS. The location listed above only represents the physical
location of the child-placing agencies’ administrative offices and not each individual treatment home.
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review and approval prior to placement.

MSDE does not license residential placements, nor is it a placing agency. Out-of-home Autism
Waiver residential providers are available if licensed by DHS or the Office of Health Care
Quality at MDH for DDA and approved by the MDH and MSDE. Nine Autism Waiver
Residential Habilitation providers are currently approved and located in the Central, Eastern,
and Southern regions of Maryland.

Placements
In Maryland, children enter out-of-home care for a variety of reasons and under many
circumstances. Children may be placed in the care and custody of the State when they are
determined by the court to be a Child In Need of Assistance (CINA), a Child In Need of
Supervision (CINS) or Delinquent. Children can also enter placement through a Voluntary
Placement Agreement under which a parent voluntarily places a child in the care of the State.
This Report also includes youth that are in a residential nonpublic school placement as
determined through the student’s Individualized Education Program (IEP), those in a residential
placement through the Autism Waiver, or those who have been granted a specific waiver from
DDA. Youth 18 and up in residential placements funded by DDA usually enter care due to
emergency situations for the youth or family.

This Report tracks two separate placement trends: (1) the actual number of youth who were in
some type of out-of-home placement, and (2) the number of placements made by the
child-serving agencies. The number of placements is larger than the number of youth because
many children are placed in different locations throughout the year due to a change in their
service needs or overall circumstances. The Statewide data shows the flow of youth and
placements throughout the year.5

Youth Related Data
During FY 2021, child-serving agencies saw the number of youth coming into care decrease.
While this is a positive statistic, DHS continues to evaluate how this decrease can be linked to
the COVID-19 pandemic and not a decrease in out-of-home need. DHS reported that calls to
child abuse hotlines decreased significantly starting in April 2020 as youth were no longer in
school. As youth return to school and other outside-of-the-home activities, Child Protective
Service (CPS) reports have increased. However, the median number of monthly CPS reports is
still 32.7% below FY 2019 levels. Appendix C provides the CPS reporting data from FY 2019

5 All data and the evaluation derived is the result of information provided directly from each child-serving agency.
The Governor’s Office of Crime Prevention, Youth, and Victim Services does not independently collect any data and
can only confirm the accuracy of the evaluation based on the data provided.
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through FY 2021. These numbers will continue to be evaluated as Maryland navigates the
pandemic.

Figure 9 provides single-day data for FY 2019 to FY 2021 for youth in any placement by the
lead agency and home county. As is stated above, out-of-home placements have decreased
during the pandemic which can be seen clearly in Figure 9. The trend for youth in residential
care has decreased most notably in Allegany, Charles, and Washington counties while Talbot
and Caroline counties have seen increases in their numbers.

A concerted effort was made by DJS in FY 2021 to reduce the population of youth under its
care in out-of-home placements. Significant decreases can be seen by looking at the trends in
youth from Baltimore City and Baltimore, Montgomery, and Prince George’s counties. DJS
showed a 71.29% decrease in out-of-home placements in those four Counties from FY 2019 to
FY 2021. This change was effectuated by implementing an improved evaluation and
assessment process, and requiring executive level review of all placement to ensure all
community-based options were exhausted prior to recommending an out-of-home placement
to the court.
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Figure 9

There were also some identifiable changes in demographic data in FY 2021 for youth that
were in an out-of-home placement. While youth ages 15-21 saw a large decrease in residential
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placement, those 9-14 showed significantly higher numbers.

Figure 10

Out-of-home placements can be broken down further to show the work that needs to be done
to address racial and ethnic disparities. Figure 11 shows that 58.46% of all youth in a
residential placement in FY 2021 were Black or African American. The percentage of Black
or African American youth out-of-home continues to rise.

Over the past year, DHS has been engaged in racial justice/racial equality work with the local
departments. This work is focusing on how to engage staff and improve understanding
regarding the racial disparities and disproportionality identified in out-of-home placements,
particularly as it pertains to black or African American youth. This also involves better
identification of race and ethnicity in Child Protective Services and Family Preservation
programs to understand where the differences might originate. Data on placement and
permanency outcomes will include race and ethnicity to also better understand the disparity
for black or African American children and youth.

Figure 11
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Several tables have been added to the Report this year which provide insight into placement
trends since FY 2019.6

Figure 12

Youth are far more likely to enter a Family Home placement when an out-of-home placement
is required for any reason. FY 2021 also saw a large decrease in Non-Community Based
placements which cannot be attributed to a decrease in the need for these types of programs.
In fact, the decrease in placements can likely be attributed to RTC closures in Maryland.
Waiting lists for these types of placements continue to increase at a high rate. BHA submitted
the report pursuant to Maryland Health-General 7.5-209 for FY 2019 showing an average wait
time of 50 days from referral to admission. However, data from the RTCs for FY 2020 shows7

the wait time between referral and placement ranged from a low of seven days to a high of 419
days, with an average wait time of 73 days. Providers and agencies agree that specialized
residential treatment programs are needed in Maryland. The continued closure of these types
of placements is not resulting in a decreased need. It is, instead, resulting in increased wait
times for services deemed necessary for these youth.

7 See Health-General Article, § 7.5–209, Annotated Code of Maryland - Report on Behavioral Health Services for
Children and Young Adults (MSAR # 11535), page 35.

6 Previous reports with single-day data used January 31 as the date for review. The data requested for this report was
from January 1 of 2019, 2020, and 2021.
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County by County Placement Trends
Figure 13 below looks at Maryland counties and the rate of out-of-home placements per 1,000
youth. The data shows that Baltimore City and Allegany and Garrett counties have the8

highest rate of residential placements in FY 2021. Howard and Kent counties have the lowest
rate of youth in placement from their counties. DHS has reported the goal rate of 1.5 new
youth entering placement per 1,000 in every county. The agencies continue to focus on
developing resources in those counties whose youth experience high placement rates.

Figure 13

The State also prioritizes keeping youth that must go into an out-of-home placement in the
least restrictive environment closest to their home. FY 2021 data, provided by the
child-serving agencies, shows that 47.3% of placements made in FY 2021 kept a child in their
home county. The data in Figure 14 below breaks down how each county is doing in this
priority area. It is important to note that this data reviews each separate placement made in FY
2021 and is not the number of youth.

Allegany, Garrett, and Prince George’s counties showed the highest percentage of youth
remaining within their county. While Prince George’s County was above the statewide average
in FY 2020, it is now listed in the top three after several new programs were developed. Youth
from Washington County also saw an increase in their likelihood to stay in the county.

The counties with the largest percentage of their home youth placed out-of-county are

8 The rates in Figure 13 are based on the total number of youth, under the age of 21, from each county that were in
any placement location at any time during FY 2021.
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Dorchester, Somerset, and Talbot. These three counties are relatively small in population and
may not have the same level of resources that are available in some of the larger counties.
However, the top two counties with the best home-county placement rates are also smaller in
population and lack significant resources. Child-serving agencies partnering with these local
jurisdictions for targeted resource development can assist in keeping youth close to home.

It is important to note that out-of-home placements are complicated and take many different
factors into account. For example, a youth from Western Maryland may be able to obtain the
services needed in West Virginia or Pennsylvania while staying closer to their home and
familiar surroundings. Or a youth from Anne Arundel may only be able to obtain the RTC
services needed in Baltimore City. The majority of providers in Maryland are concentrated in
two counties and out-of the State, which can cause difficulty for those families located
elsewhere. Therefore, some out-of-county placements can promote stability and familiarity of
a youth’s surroundings while also addressing the services needed.

Figure 14

Anne Arundel and Montgomery counties are also above the State average in out-of-county
placements which is notable given their size and access to local programming.

These statistics are relevant for several reasons. First, removing a child from their home is a
life-changing experience that can cause trauma in addition to the trauma related to the reason
for their removal. Second, youth placed out-of-county may have to switch schools and have
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limited access to their friends and community surroundings. DHS strives to keep children in
their home jurisdictions and has policies in place that speak to youth remaining in their home
school. However, continued resource development and monitoring of the data will be
important for continued improvement in this priority area.

Placement Related Data

Figure 15

Figure 15 shows a total of 14,252 placements were made during FY 2021. This is a 6.79%
decrease from FY 2020. However, the number of placements continues to be more than twice9

the number of youth in any given year. This indicates that the average young person will
experience more than one placement in a fiscal year.

The sub-categories of placement can provide additional context for more specific resource
development needs throughout the State. Approximately 13% of the placements in FY 2021
were into a Group Home. The Children’s Cabinet continues to prioritize the move away from
congregate settings. DHS continues to develop additional community-based behavioral health
services and recruitment for quality family homes in order to lower the number of youth
needing a group home.

DHS, in partnership with the University of Maryland Institute for Innovation, is the only state
awarded a four-year, $8 million grant by the Administration of Children and Families,
Children’s Bureau to fund one national Center for Excellence (CfE) in Foster Family
Development. The CfE will implement a model program for the selection, development and
support of resource families who will work in close collaboration with birth families to
preserve and nurture critical parent-child relationships and support reunification. Resource
parents participating in the program will be prepared and supported in providing enhanced

9 Some values are blank because agencies track information differently from one another and not all information is
available from each agency.
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reunification and stability supports to birth families as well as enhanced stability and
wellbeing supports to children/youth transitioning out of congregate care. Five local
departments of social services were selected as CfE sites and will implement the CfE model in
their local jurisdictions. The selected CfE sites are Baltimore County, Carroll County,
Frederick County, Montgomery County, and Prince George’s County.

Out-of-State Placements
During FY 2021, there were 468 out-of-State placements. However, only 321 individual youth
experienced an out-of-State placement. The numbers continue to show that the majority of
out-of-State placements occur in those States that border Maryland. Oftentimes, those
placements are closer to the youth’s home than an appropriate in-State placement. Of those
468 placements, 36.32% were to a relative's family home and 25.21% were to a hospital or
RTC.

Figure 16

When youth are placed out-of-State due to a Residential IEP, there are other factors to be
considered. For example, a school system may find it necessary to place a student in an
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appropriate out-of-State residential school because of the highly unique needs of that student.
Prior to making this decision for the student, the IEP team must consider the appropriateness
of all in-State residential schools, including the proximity of the school placement to the
child’s home. When considering an out-of-State residential school, the local school system
works collaboratively with the MSDE to review the appropriateness of the program and
facility to provide education services to Maryland children, and in accordance with COMAR
13A.05.01.12. A review of the profiles of the eight students placed out-of-State in FY 2021
through the IEP team process reveals that each student exhibits unique and complex needs not
able to be met within Maryland.

Despite the difficulties experienced during FY 2021, the single-day data shows a significant
decrease in the number of youth that are out-of-State on a given day. Figure 17 below shows
the largest decrease occurring in Non-Community Based placements for youth ages 15-21.
This number is attributable in large part to the decrease in placements made by DJS.

Figure 17

Figure 18 shows the single-day data for youth out-of-State, looking at the State and placement
category. Several states have only been accessed for youth’s placement in a family home
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setting. Additionally, the data shows a 26.01% decrease in the number of youth out-of-State
on January 1, 2021, compared to the same day in 2020. Maryland child-serving agencies
continue to work aggressively to develop appropriate residential resources inside the State.

DHS initiated a statewide procurement to identify in-state residential child care providers to
meet the needs of youth presenting with high-level behavioral needs. While that procurement
was withdrawn, the agency issued a Statement of Need to procure Psychiatric Respite and
Diagnostic, Evaluation and Treatment Program services with the state. The procurement of
these providers will assist the State with addressing the hospital overstay issue as well as
impact the number of youth that await clinical treatment services in an RTC. Services received
in either program may defer youth from placement in an RTC.
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Figure 18

Family Preservation Services
DHS provides family preservation services to children and families at risk of child maltreatment
and/or out-of-home placement. Rooted in the 1980 federal child welfare law to make “reasonable
efforts to prevent out-of-home placement,” Maryland has provided in-home interventions since
the early 1980s. These services are provided by the local Departments of Social Services (DSS)
as Family Preservation services.

From 1990 to the present, Interagency Family Preservation Services (IFPS) was added in
Maryland as an interagency approach to preserving families with children at imminent risk of
placement from all child-serving agencies. Until FY 2008, IFPS was administered by the
Governor’s Office for Children, after which the program and the funding were integrated into
DHS’ Family Preservation Services program.
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Family Preservation Services can be evaluated by examining families’ risk levels, and the
incidence rates of maltreatment and out-of-home placement. Risk is assessed by the Maryland
Family Risk Assessment, which is administered by the caseworker at the initiation of services,
several times throughout services, and at case closure. Risk data for families served in family
preservation services is discussed in this Report.

Maltreatment (child abuse or neglect) is measured by the number of indicated investigation
findings of child maltreatment. Out-of-home placement is measured by the number of children
entering out-of-home care. Both measures are analyzed here for incidents of maltreatment or
out-of-home placement among children while they were receiving Family Preservation Services,
and for children who had recently received Family Preservation Services.

There are two categories of DHS family preservation services:

1. Interagency Family Preservation Services; and
2. Family Preservation Services – including Services to Families with Children (a

short-term service featuring an assessment of family needs) and all other in-home
services.

Data for the two separate categories (Family Preservation and IFPS) will be presented, along
with data for the two programs combined (Total Family Preservation Services).

Service Counts for Human Services Family Preservation Services

Figure 19 below contains a six-year summary for Total Family Preservation Services, Family
Preservation Services, and Interagency Family Preservation Services. A review of the last six
years’ information on overall served cases shows a 43% decrease in the overall number of
families and a corresponding 45% decrease in the number of children served in Family
Preservation programs from FY 2016 to FY 2021.

Families and Children Served and Newly-Served*
Total Family Preservation Services (including Interagency Family Preservation)

All Cases Served during Fiscal Year New Cases during Fiscal Year
Cases Children Child/Case Cases Children Child/Case

FY 2016 10,061 21,417 2.1 7,642 15,920 2.1
FY 2017 8,195 17,582 2.2 6,308 13,405 2.1
FY 2018 7,806 16,416 2.1 6,073 12,692 2.1
FY 2019 6,790 14,166 2.1 5,171 10710 2.1
FY 2020 5,686 12,054 2.1 4,284 9004 2.1
FY 2021 5,687 11,841 2.1 4,363 8,868 2.0

Family Preservation Services
All Cases Served during Fiscal Year New Cases during Fiscal Year

Cases Children Child/Case Cases Children Child/Case
FY 2016 9,356 19,847 2.1 7,077 14,678 2.1
FY 2017 7,606 16,272 2.1 5,864 12,431 2.1
FY 2018 7,180 15,047 2.1 5,576 11,603 2.1
FY 2019 6,244 12,971 2.1 4,767 9,822 2.1
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FY 2020 5,230 11,057 2.1 3,949 8,270 2.1
FY 2021 5,126 10,688 2.1 3,933 7,981 2.0

Interagency Family Preservation Services
All Cases Served during Fiscal Year New Cases during Fiscal Year

Cases Children Child/Case Cases Children Child/Case
FY 2016 705 1,570 2.2 565 1,242 2.2
FY 2017 589 1,310 2.2 444 974 2.2
FY 2018 610 1,335 2.2 491 1,070 2.2
FY 2019 546 1194 2.2 404 887 2.2
FY 2020 425 943 2.2 304 681 2.2
FY2021 355 743 2.1 246 518 2.1

**FY 2019-FY 2020 data revised
Figure 19

There has been a 44% decrease in the number of new Family Preservation cases over the past six
years, although the decrease during FY 2021 was non-existent with regard to percentage change.
The greatest decreases occurred in FY 2017, FY 2019, and FY 2020. There is a comparable
pattern in the decrease in the number of children served with the exception that the 3% decrease
in FY 2021 was greater than the decrease in the number of new cases. There is a similar pattern
with the Interagency Family Preservation cases, although the decrease has been 56% over the
past six years even though there was a substantial increase in cases during FY 2018.

Analysis of Indicated Findings of Child Maltreatment and Out-of-Home Placement Rates

This analysis focuses mainly on the question “Are children better off?” by measuring the absence
of the occurrence of indicated findings of maltreatment, and the absence of placement in DHS
out-of-home care.

The goal of Family Preservation services is to support families in caring for their children and to
remove the risk of maltreatment, not the children, from their homes. Families generally want to
stay together even when challenges exist, and Family Preservation staff strives to assist families
in reaching that goal. Despite these efforts (by both families and DSS), there are instances of
child maltreatment or the need for a child to be removed from the home while in (or after)
Family Preservation services.

An indicated finding of child maltreatment refers to a decision made by a local DSS Child
Protective Services (CPS) investigator, upon completion of an investigation, that there is
sufficient evidence, which has not been refuted, of child maltreatment. (There are two other CPS
findings, not discussed here, including an “Unsubstantiated” finding, meaning that there is not
sufficient evidence to support the contention that maltreatment took place, or a “Ruled Out”
finding, meaning that CPS determined that maltreatment did not take place.)
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Out-of-home placements begin with a removal from the home of a child, which occurs when
their safety cannot be ensured in their home. The date of removal marks the beginning of the
out-of-home placement episode.10

In this analysis, only DHS out-of-home placements are discussed - while other Maryland
agencies place or fund the placement of children, this section discusses only DHS out-of-home
placement among the children who have participated in Family Preservation services, as these
placements are generally due only to child maltreatment. (There is a small proportion of
placements due to children’s severe medical/mental health/developmental needs, through
Voluntary Placement Agreements: 2.5% as of June 2021).

Two measures are used to analyze the effectiveness of Family Preservation Services in
preventing child maltreatment and out-of-home placements:

● Did a CPS investigation result in an Indicated finding for children receiving Family
Preservation services?

● Did a DHS out-of-home placement occur for children receiving Family Preservation
services?

For each of these indicators, data is analyzed for the time period during which a child received
services, and then for the one-year time period after the child received services (see overview in
the table below).

Measure Timeframes
Did a Child
Protective Services
investigation result
in an indicated
finding for children
receiving services?

During Services
For each fiscal year listed, the children
newly-served in In-Home services during
that fiscal year are considered, and the
observation time period for each child is
the start of In-Home services to the first
of either:
● the In-Home service close date; or,
● 12 months following the start date of

In-Home services.

Within 1 Year of Case Close
For each fiscal year listed, the children
considered are those who were newly-served
during the fiscal year and whose In-Home
cases closed within 12 months of the start
date of In-Home Services.

In other words, these are the same children as
the “During Services” children whose cases
closed during the 12-month observation
period.

The observation time period for each child is
the 12-month period beginning on the close
date of In-Home services and ending 12
months later.

Did a Human
Services
out-of-home
placement occur for
children receiving
service?

10 It should be noted that not all children found to be the victim of an Indicated maltreatment finding are removed
from the home, nor have all removed children been the victim in an indicated maltreatment finding. Removal is
based on safety issues alone; if an alleged maltreater is no longer in the home and/or an appropriate safety plan is in
place, removal may not be necessary. Additionally, safety is assessed continuously, and removal decisions are made
based on the current situation while findings from investigations generally take up to two months to finalize. Safety
issues may require removal regardless of an investigation finding.
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The table above shows the counts of cases (families) and children newly-served each fiscal year,
along with the counts and proportions of newly-served families whose cases closed within one
year. It is evident that the majority of cases close within a year of starting. The child population
associated with these cases was observed a year after case closing to determine whether a CPS
Indicated investigation or DHS out-of-home placement occurred.

For the “During Services” observation period, it is necessary for a year to elapse after the
reported fiscal year ends. For the “Within 1 Year of Case Closure” observation period, it is
necessary for two years to elapse after the reported fiscal year ends. Therefore, data for events
occurring within one year of case closure are available for children newly-served in FY 2020,
and data for events occurring during services is available for children who entered In-Home
services in FY 2021.

Using this construct, the table below shows the number of children who began Family
Preservation services in FYs 2014-2020 and those who started Family Preservation services in
those years but also completed services within 12 months of their service start date. Although
Figure 20 includes data on cases (i.e., families), subsequent data on Indicated maltreatment and
out-of-home placement will focus on children, not cases.

Total Family Preservation Cases*

Fiscal Year

Cases Children

Newly-Served
Cases

Newly-Served &
Closed Within 1

Year

% Closed
Within 1

Year
Newly-Served

Children

Newly-Served &
Closed Within 1

Year

% Closed
Within 1

Year
FY 2015 7,898 7,236 92% 16,339 14,827 91%
FY 2016 7,642 6,983 91% 15,920 14,678 92%
FY 2017 6,308 5,760 91% 13,405 12,081 90%
FY 2018 6,073 5,841 96% 12,692 12,174 96%
FY 2019 5,171 4969 96% 10,710 10,244 96%
FY 2020 4,284 4,015 94% 9,004 8,370 93%
FY 2021 4,363 N/A until FY 2022 8,868 N/A until FY 2022

**FY 2019-FY 2020 data revised
Figure 20

Over the past seven fiscal years (FY 2015 through FY 2021), the percentage of cases (families)
and children that complete services within one year of beginning Family Preservation services
ranges from 91% to 96%. When viewed from the child perspective, an average of 93% of
children were in cases that closed within one year. While it appears that there has been a
substantial increase in the number of cases closed within one year of opening with the exception
of the most recent year FY 2021, there has also been a concerted effort in the past couple of
years with regard to closing cases in a timely manner once a family has ended services rather
than leaving the case open for a worker to finish entering documentation. With this practice
change, it is possible to get a more precise understanding of how long cases remain open, which
shows that 6% of cases and children remained open longer than one year during FY 2020, an
increase of 2% from the past two years. It is possible that the increase could have been due to the

34



challenges during the COVID-19 pandemic during part of the fiscal year. The increase in the
number of new cases was the first in several years. This will be monitored over the next year to
see if the trend continues.

Indicated Child Protective Services Investigations/Child Maltreatment

During the past seven fiscal years, the percentage of children who have experienced an indicated
CPS investigation that resulted in an indicated finding of child maltreatment during Family
Preservation services ranged between 2.8% in FY 2020 and 1.3% in FY 2018 (see table below).
Since FY 2015, the average percentage of children not experiencing indicated maltreatment
during Family Preservation services is 97.8%; for FY 2021 the percentage was 97.7%. The
percentage of children experiencing indicated maltreatment has increased over the past three
years after the greatest decrease in FY 2018.

Indicated CPS Findings and Foster Care Placement Rates (Total In-Home Cases)
Total In-Home Cases

Fiscal Year

Indicated CPS Investigation Out-of-Home Placement

During Services
Within 1 Year of

Case Close During Services
Within 1 Year of Case

Close
Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

FY 2015 2.4% 391 2.3% 336 3.4% 559 1.5% 229
FY 2016 1.9% 313 2.7% 435 2.3% 374 1.5% 244
FY 2017 2.5% 323 3.3% 438 3.3% 426 1.9% 255
FY 2018 1.3% 216 2.9% 479 3.5% 573 2.3% 308
FY 2019 2.3% 319 6.4% 913 3.2% 451 2.3% 323
FY 2020 2.8% 344 5.5% 671 3.4% 405 1.3% 164
FY 2021 2.3% 278 NA until FY 2022 3.1% 372 NA until FY 2022

*FY 2019-FY 2020 data revised
Figure 21

Within one year of case closure, an average of 3.9% of children experienced an indicated finding
of maltreatment; therefore, since FY 2015, an average of 96.2% of children did not experience an
indicated maltreatment finding up to one year after finishing In-Home services (see Figure 21
above).

Family Preservation Services saw a sizable decrease in the number of children experiencing an
indicated CPS investigation during services in FY 2018 followed by a substantial increase over
the past three years. IFPS has seen a decrease in the percentage of children experiencing an
indicated CPS investigation for two of the past three years (increase during FY 2020) but the
actual number of children is small due to the smaller number of cases (see below). For the
one-year period after services, there has been a fluctuation in CPS cases, with Family
Preservation cases experiencing a substantial decrease (from 3.8% in FY 2017 to 1.4% in FY
2018) followed by an increase with another decrease (from 6.4% in FY 2019 to 5.5% in FY
2020), and Interagency Family Preservation experiencing similar trends (from 3.5% in FY 2017
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to 2.0% in FY 2018; 6.5% in FY 2019 to 5.5% in FY 2020). It is not clear what might have
caused the significant increase in CPS investigations over the past two years from previous
years. This will continue to be monitored to determine what is occurring. Additionally, while
there was a decrease in the number of cases in the year following closure, it is not clear if that is
related to the decrease in CPS referrals that occurred during the pandemic or due to other factors.
This will continue to be monitored to determine what other factors might be leading to an
increase in the number of indicated CPS findings.

Indicated CPS Findings and Out-of-Home Care Placement Rates
Family Preservation Services

Fiscal
Year

Indicated CPS Investigation Out-of-Home Placement

During Services
Within 1 Year of

Case Close During Services
Within 1 Year of

Case Close
Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

FY 2014 2.3% 276 2.2% 237 3.8% 459 1.8% 198
FY 2015 2.5% 380 2.2% 306 3.5% 518 1.9% 260
FY 2016 3.7% 238 3.1% 201 4.6% 299 1.8% 114
FY 2017 2.5% 289 3.8% 289 4.8% 363 2.2% 164
FY 2018 1.4% 208 1.4% 447 3.6% 542 2.4% 356
FY 2019 2.3% 298 6.4% 835 3.3% 421 2.2% 287
FY 2020 2.8% 318 5.5% 615 3.5% 382 1.3% 146
FY 2021 2.4% 253 NA until FY 2022 3.2% 337 NA until FY 2022

Interagency Family Preservation Services

Fiscal
Year

Indicated CPS Investigation Out-of-Home Placement

During Services
Within 1 Year of

Case Close During Services
Within 1 Year of

Case Close
Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

FY 2014 1.4% 23 1.6% 24 3.5% 59 2.4% 37
FY 2015 0.8% 11 2.5% 30 3.1% 41 3.3% 39
FY 2016 1.9% 24 3.4% 46 1.8% 24 2.0% 27
FY 2017 2.8% 28 3.5% 35 3.1% 31 2.0% 20
FY 2018 0.6% 8 2.0% 26 2.3% 30 1.6% 21
FY 2019 1.8% 21 6.5% 78 2.5% 30 3.1% 36
FY 2020 2.6% 25 5.5% 52 2.4% 23 1.7% 16
FY 2021 1.3% 10 NA until FY 2022 3.2% 24 NA until FY 2022
*FY 2019-FY 2020 data revised

Figure 22

During FY 2021, Family First Prevention Services were implemented in Maryland. These
services are provided through Evidence-Based Practices (EBPs) for substance abuse prevention
and treatment services, parent skill-based programs, and mental health prevention and treatment
services. These services are anticipated to reduce the number of children who might be removed
from their family and enter out-of-home placement. It would be expected that these services
would also reduce the incidents of maltreatment experienced by children and so Maryland will
monitor the outcomes for children who receive Family Preservation Services over the next few
years, both with regard to those children who are determined to have been maltreated either
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during Family Preservation services or within one year of case closure or those who experience
out-of-home placement either during or within one year of the closure of Family Preservation
services provided to the family.

Out-of-Home Placement During and After In-Home Services

From a high of 3.5% in FY 2018, the general rate of out-of-home placement during Family
Preservation services has ranged from 2.3% to 3.1% in FY 2020. Overall, an average of 96.8%
of children served in Family Preservation services from FY 2015 to FY 2021 were able to remain
with their families during Family Preservation services and avoid out-of-home placement.

The rate of out-of-home placement in the year following In-Home services has ranged between
2.3% and 1.3% for the past seven years, with the lowest rate (1.3%) in FY 2020. For these past
seven years, an average of 98.2% of children remained in their home and avoided out-of-home
placement within the first year after receiving Family Preservation services.

For out-of-home placement, the percentage of children in Interagency Family Preservation who
entered out-of-home care during services is was exactly the same as those being served in Family
Preservation services in FY 2021 (3.2%) although the number of children served in Interagency
Family Preservation is much smaller than those served in Family Preservation Services. In
contrast, the percentage of children entering out-of-home placement after Family Preservation is
slightly greater for Interagency Family Preservation (1.3%) than Family Preservation services
(1.7%) based on FY 2020 data. This is a significant decrease from FY 2019 (3.1% vs 2.2%) and
Maryland will continue to monitor the data to determine if there are changes following the
implementation of Family First Prevention Services as described above.

Family Preservation Summary

DHS’ Family Preservation services are a critical component of meeting the needs of thousands of
vulnerable children and their families. In FY 2021, approximately 11,841 children from 5,687
families received DHS In-Home services (see Figure 19).

As of June 30, 2021, there were 4,572 children in out-of-home care (DHS Place Matters file,
June 2021 data). The provision of Family Preservation services and other community supports
are crucial in keeping children in their homes and families.

DHS has worked through FY 2021 on the implementation of Family First Prevention Services
which will help staff continue to partner with families to achieve success through Family
Centered Practice and use of Family Involvement Meetings. Child, youth, and family
engagement are essential in the practice model, which also relies on community supports and
services. Providing Alternative Response, Family Preservation services, and other supports to
families is necessary to continue to keep children safe with their families and to strengthen
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families’ abilities to care for their children. DHS will continue to improve its family-centered
focus with the help of Family First Prevention Services that enables the department to make use
of dollars saved on foster care to continue to support and strengthen families so that children can
remain at home.

Out-of-Home Placement Costs
Placements are funded in a variety of ways. The agencies may fund the placements, or the
placements may be funded by Medical Assistance, which is administered through MDH.
Placements may also be co-funded by multiple State and/or local agencies.

Education costs may be covered by the child’s local school system and reimbursed by MDSE, as
appropriate, through the Nonpublic Tuition Assistance Program. Local school systems (LSS) are
required to provide a Free Appropriate Public Education for all students who require special
education and related services. Special education and related services for children in residential
placements are determined through the IEP team process. An out-of-home placement only
occurs for a student placed by a LSS when the team determines that the student requires a
residential education facility to provide special education and related services to a child with a
disability. MSDE-approved residential education schools may also provide residential services
for youth placed for reasons other than education. Otherwise, education costs must be covered
by other funds, such as the budgeted placement funding of DHS or DJS, if the child is so
committed.

As stated above, FY 2021 saw 14,252 placements associated with child-serving agencies in
Maryland. However, not every placement is paid by the lead agency. For example, DHS has
children in its care who are placed with relatives that are not paid by DHS. Placements for trial
home visits are also included in this data and are not paid. Other examples of unpaid
placements might include Job Corp and certain Independent Living situations. Therefore, the
costs below account for funds for paid placements.

Figure 23

38



Figure 24

Costs for out-of-State placements decreased from FY 2020 and have continued to decrease
since FY 2017. DHS noted that out-of-State costs are not likely to remain this low given the
closure of high-level care programs in the State, necessitating increased placement outside
Maryland’s borders. The Overstays Interagency Team, working on behalf of the Children’s
Cabinet, continues to make residential resource development a priority within the continuum
of care in Maryland.  The development of more specialized and targeted residential
programming for youth exhibiting complex behavioral health needs is a focus in order to
mitigate any increase in out-of-State expenditures.

Summary and Statewide Strategies

FY 2021 Highlights
The Children’s Cabinet spent FY 2021 guiding the Interagency Overstays Team toward targeted
resource development for both community-based and residential services needed by Maryland
youth. FY 2021 has seen the designation of significant funding opportunities for child-serving
agencies to develop the programming necessary. Specifically, $5 million in funding was awarded
through MDH for residential providers to develop programming targeted at the population
experiencing hospital overstays. Two programs have been awarded funding under this grant and
the first placement was made on December 8, 2021.

DHS created 49 specialized high-intensity group home beds in the first half of FY 2021. An
additional Statement of Need will be issued by DHS for 60 community-based beds for diagnostic
services and psychiatric respite care.

BHA has allocated $4.8 million from an emergency COVID grant to mobile crisis and
stabilization training, technical assistance, implementation, and direct services. This will assist
youth in remaining in their current home or avoiding the need for a more restrictive placement.
An additional $4.35 million is being allocated from BHA’s COVID-related federal Mental Health
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Block Grant to fiscal and quality monitoring of mobile crisis and stabilization, care coordination
and related expenses. Another $9.3 million and $2.1 million from BHA’s COVID-related federal
Substance Use Disorder Block Grant has been earmarked to support and expand crisis services,
care coordination efforts, training, monitoring, and oversight.

Through Project Bounce Back, addressing social-emotional learning, MSDE is implementing a
Statewide Maryland School Mental Health Response Program. The School Mental Health
Response is being created as part of a mental health initiative to serve the needs of students and
families who have experienced trauma and who are stressed beyond their ability to cope. This
vision of support for schools that may be overburdened with mental health issues will allow for
quick response to local schools and school systems as they work to meet the needs of all
students. The team will enrich and enhance, not replace, the work of site-based student support
services personnel. The team will include clinical psychologists, social workers, school nurses,
and counselors. Additionally, the use of system navigators who will connect families to local
community providers and assist with case management has been explored.

MSDE focused on enhancements for Autism Waiver prospective providers including increased
frequency of prospective provider training, added virtual training, streamlined provider
enrollment application processes, increased outreach and dissemination of information, and
improved technical assistance.

This year, DJS expanded on existing opportunities to divert lower-risk youth from placement.
These include the implementation of a revised structured decision-making tool at intake to better
identify youth who can be diverted from court. DJS strengthened its Multidisciplinary
Assessment Staffing Team (MAST), a specialized diagnostic team responsible for assessing
youth who are detained pending court disposition and are at risk of out-of-home placement. Each
staffing meeting culminates with recommendations to the juvenile court for program
participation and/or treatment services tailored to the circumstances of each youth. Staffings are
now more focused on identifying in-home service options, and increasingly have the
participation of families in the treatment planning process.

DHS remains committed to reducing entries and reentries into out-of-home placement. With the
continued implementation of the child welfare Integrated Practice Model, efforts have focused on
engaging, assessing, and planning with families. Enhancing the use of family teaming
emphasizes the family voice as an integral part of child welfare service delivery and will increase
family/youth buy-in. Better engagement with families will likely result in improved information
sharing which will result in more thorough assessments. Ongoing statewide training for child
welfare staff on appropriate service planning and monitoring of the plan continues to improve
outcomes for youth and families. For children who are at imminent risk of removal, utilization of
kin and fictive kin continues to be emphasized over any other placement type. These efforts are
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further supported by the statewide implementation of Maryland’s comprehensive case
management information system, CJAMS. In July 2021 full implementation of CJAMS
promoted data collection to continuously inform practice so that adjustments were made at the
jurisdiction or State level.

Strategies for FY 2022 and Conclusion
The Children’s Cabinet continues to address out-of-home and out-of-State placements in several
ways, including re-establishing interagency collaboration and the development of quality
educational, treatment, and residential services in Maryland so that children with intensive needs
can be served in the least restrictive setting appropriate to their individual needs. To this end, the
Children’s Cabinet convened an Overstays Interagency Team that has been tasked with
short-term and long-term resource development to address the concern of youth overstaying
medical necessity in hospitals. FY 2021 saw significant progress on large systemic change as
stated above with the goal for FY 2022 to continue to build upon the momentum from FY 2021.
The Interagency Overstays Team will focus on training, outreach and partnership building with
stakeholders throughout the State.

DHS continues to address the needs of youth entrusted to its care. In FY 2022, DHS will
complete the Statement Of Need procurement to identify additional in-state resources, finalize
the new Voluntary Placement Agreement policy, and implement the CFE initiative. In addition,
DHS will continue with the implementation of FFPSA. The implementation of FFPSA will allow
Maryland to reorient its child welfare system to focus on prevention and provide services and
supports prior to the need for more intensive child welfare services, including foster care. With
the availability of prevention services, Department of Social Services staff are able to partner
with children and families with a focus on the wellbeing of the family and on building the
capacity of communities to support children and families where they live.

MSDE continues to support preventative service initiatives to hold or reduce the need for
nonpublic placements with the goal for local school systems to build capacity for placements. In
addition, ongoing technical assistance opportunities are designed to support local school systems
and nonpublic special education day and residential schools in enhancing programming for
students, to ensure effective and individualized service packages.

DDA continues to offer a variety of support services to youth who are eligible for DDA and meet
the requirements for the DDA waivers through the Home and Community-Based Services
(HCBS). DDA focuses on six areas to meet the needs of people receiving services; Assistive
Technology, Self-Determination, Self-Advocacy, Employment, Independent Living, and
Supporting Families.
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The Governor’s Office of Crime Prevention, Youth, and Victim Services looks forward to
working on these strategies with the Children’s Cabinet Agencies in order to ensure the
well-being of Maryland youth.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Provider Data
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Appendix B: DHS Reports
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Appendix C: DHS CPS Reporting
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